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PREFACE 


In  recent  years  there  have  Deen  numerous  calls  for  reform  of  the  weapon 
system  acquisition  process.  The  so-called  Carlucci  Initiatives  of  the  early 
lQ80s,  the  Packard  Commission,  and  the  1986  Defense  Reorganization  Act  are  the 
primary  examples  in  this  oecaae.  The  thrust  of  these  initiatives  has  Deen  to 
reduce  the  reporting  chains  for  decisions  and  to  streamline  the  process. 

There  is  today  a  group  of  high  priority  programs  that  already  meet  at  ieast 
some  of  the  goals  espoused  oy  the  reformers.  In  the  Air  Force,  the  Secretary 
nas  autnorizea  this  class  of  programs  to  use  Air  Force’ Regul at  ion  800-29, 
Application  of  Specialized  Management.  These  "specialized  management" 
programs  are  also  classified  for  the  most  part.  One  character ist ic  of 
specialized  management  programs  is  a  small  staff  with  little  or  no 
administrative  overneaa. 

Although  classified,  spec i a  1 1  zed  management  programs  use  streamlined 
procedures  and  iimited  reporting  chains  caliea  for  by  reformers,  tnere  are 
also  congressional  concerns  aoout  aspects  of  their  classified  nature.  The 
concerns  center  around  growth  in  the  number  of  these  programs,  the  chance  for 
overruns,  and  a  perceived  lack  of  oversight  at  all  levels.  The  result  has 
been  legislative  solutions  that  reduce  streamlined  operations  and  involve  more 
people  in  the  decision-making  process.  The  effect  of  these  solutions  on  the 
programs  involved  is  to  require  additional  manpower  authorizations  to 
implement  the  requirements  of  law. 

This  research  project  intends  to  examine  the  extent  to  which  manpower 
au tnor i zat i ons  may  have  to  increase  to  accommodate  proposed  legislation.-  With 
this  information  those  responsible  for  manpower  can  start  now  to  plan  for  the 
i ncreases . 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of 
the  students'  problem  solving  products  to 
DOD  sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies 
to  enhance  insight  into  contemporary, 
defense  related  issues.  While  the  College  has 
accepted  this  product  as  meeting  academic 
requirements  for  graduation,  the  views  and 
opinions  expressed  or  implied  are  solely 
those  of  the  author  and  should  not  be 
construed  as  carrying  official  sanction. 


insights  into  tomorrow'^ 


REPORT  NUMBER  08-2455 

AUTHOR(S)  MAJOR  RANDALL  L  SOILEAU,  USAF 

TITLE  SPECIALIZED  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  IMPACTS  ON  AIR  FORCE  SYSTEMS  COMMAND 
MANNING 

I.  Purpose :  To  examine  the  key  problems  and  potential  solutions  for 
manning  programs  designated  for  specialized  management. 

II.  Problem:  Specialized  management  programs  use  small  staffs,  reduced 
reporting  chains,  enhanced  security,  and  other  streamlined  procedures  in  order 
to  field  high  priority  programs  quickly.  The  classified  nature  of  these 
programs  has  invited  congressional  concern  because  of  their  growth,  the 
opportunity  for  undetected  overruns  and  a  lack  of  oversight.  Congress  has 
proposed  legislation  to  ameliorate  their  concerns.  This  legislation  may 
significantly  increase  the  number  of  people  needed  for  specialized  management 
programs.  Unless  the  extent  of  the  potential  increases  in  manpower  are 
recognized  eariy  and  action  is  taken  to  prepare  for  these  increases, 
specialized  management  programs  will  be  unable  to  get  the  top  quality  peopie 
needed  for  success. 

III.  Data :  Air  Force  Systems  Command  will  have  experienced  a  loss  of 

over  7C00  manpower  authorizations  between  1°86  and  1*591,  to  52,60*5.  This  is 
oefore  the  effects  of  the  announced  officer  reauctions  have  been  consiaereo. 

At  the  same  time,  current  projections  are  for  a  566  slot  increase  in 
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specialized  management  requirements,  to  1088.  Two  legislative  initiatives 
aimed  specifically  at  specialized  management  programs  have  the  potential  to 
add  an  additional  360  to  980  authorizations  to  that  total.  In  the  extreme 
case  where  Congress  effectively  eliminates  specialized  management  procedures 
entirely,  the  number  of  manpower  authorizations  needed  to  maintain  current 
levels  of  oversight  could  double  or  triple. 

IV.  Cone  1 usi ons :  Specialized  management  programs  are,  and  will  remain,  a 
small  part  of  Systems  Command  manning.  The  real  challenge  is  in  the  changes 
that  are  taking  place  both  in  overall  command  manning  and  in  specialized 
management  manning.  In  the  current  environment,  a  request  for  additional 
manpower  siots  for  specialized  management  programs  couid  be  disapproved. 

Thus,  the  combined  effects  of  decreasing  command  manpower  and  increasing 
specialized  management  requirements  could  be  between  7958  and  9578  slots. 

V.  Recommendat ions:  There  are  four  possible  courses  of  action  for 
Systems  Command  to  take  to  assure  adequate  people  for  specialized  management. 
The  most  promising  action  is  aggressive  use  of  the  Acquisition  Career 
Development  Program.  By  identifying  specific  slots  to  be  filled  from  the 
program  s  Acquisition  Managers  List  and  Senior  Acquisition  Managers  List, 
specialized  management  programs  can  assure  access  to  the  top  people  in 
acquisition.  Another  action  specialized  programs  can  take  is  to  identify 
manpower  requirements  as  early  as  possible.  Early  identification  of 
requirements  will  allow  those  who  plan  for  specialized  management  manpower  to 
worx  the  problems  Defore  programs  enter  development.  There  are  two  other 
actions  the  command  can  take  but  which  require  action  beyond  manpower  circles 
The  first  is  to  extend  selected  specialized  management  techniques  to  standard 
practice  programs.  This  has  the  potential  to  yield  manpower  savings 
throughout  the  command  sufficient  to  accommodate  specialized  management 
increases.  The  final  and  least  desirable  recommendation  would  be  for  Systems 
Command  to  refuse  program  management  when  a  new  program  would  overextend 
command  manpower . 
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Chapter  One 


INTRODUCTION 

Over  tne  years  Congress,  the  Executive  Branch  and  puDlic  interest  groups 
!i<e  the  military  reform  movement  have  called  for  basic  cnanges  in  tr.e  weapon 
system  acquisition  process.  The  most  recent  attempts  to  "get  more  Dang  for 
the  duck  are  tne  1°81  Department  of  Defense  Acquisition  Improvement  Program 
(the  Car iucci  Initiatives),  the  1986  President  s  Blue  RiDDon  Commission  on 
Defense  Management  (the  PacKaro  Commission),  ano  the  1°86  Defense 
Reorganization  Act.  These  administrative  and  legislative  solutions 
stipulated  cnanges  in  the  process,  tne  organization,  and  the  training  of  tn.cs 
who  run  tne  weapons  ouying  system. 

At  the  same  time  Congress  ano  various  administrations  nave  tried  to 
streamline  the  vast  oureaucratic  acquisition  system,  a  small  group  of  program 
has  Deer,  executed  using  methods  that  already  incorporate  some  of  tne 
principles  espoused  oy  the  reformers.  Efforts  1 i <e  the  SR- ^ 1  ano  tne  U-2 
wn.ch  fail  under  the  informal  title  of  'Specialized  Management1  programs  were 
successfully  conducted  with  short  reporting  chains,  small  design  teams,  ano 
significant  flexibility  ail  aimed  at  quickly  fielding  a  capability  (4:’.5). 
Anotner  characteristic  of  specialized  management  programs  is  enhanced 
security.  Most  of  tnese  programs  limit  access  to  those  who  "must  Knew1  ar.v 
details  of  the  program. 

The  security  aspect  of  these  highly  successful  programs  has  Decome 
troubling  to  those  responsible  for  the  oversight  of  the  Defense  budget.  Tne 
: acx  of  visibility  raises  the  specter  of  waste,  fraud,  ano  aDuse.  The 
proposed  solutions  to  the  perception  of  problems  ir.  specialized  management 
have  tended  to  oe  legislative.  If  enacted  into  puD:ic  law.  these  proposed 
solutions  must  be  implemented  ano  in  the.r  implementation  portend  serious 
difficulties  for  tne  future  of  specialized  management  programs,  r 1 e>: ;oi 1 : ty 
ano  security  require  a  few  highly  motivated,  highly  capable  peop.e:  acc; 1 1 on  a 
oversight  and  accountability  require  additional  highly  motivated,  highly 
capable  people.  Tne  question  remains,  where  will  these  people  come  from  ano 
how  can  we  worx  around  a  condition  of  increasing  tasKs  that  result  from 
additional  oversight  ano  decreasing  manpower  expected  from,  force  recuct  i cr.s° 

That  is  the  focus  of  this  researen  project.  In  the  ensuing  pages,  we 
wiil  examine  how  the  manning  of  specialized  management  programs  o.ffer  from 
those  operating  under  standard  Air  Force  procedures.  We  will  then  1 ook  at  no 
manning  for  these  special  programs  is  projected  to  chan ge  over  the  next  five 
years.  The  next  step  will  examine  proposed  cnanges  in  the  weapons  procuremen 
process  that  ccuio  impact  manning  that  a  personnel  specialist  must  cor.tenc 


Chapter  Two 


BACKGROUND 

THE  CALL  FOR  STREAMLINING 

In  the  1980's,  the  Defense  Acquisition  Improvement  Program  was  the  first 
of  the  changes  instituted  to  improve  the  weapon  system  acquisition  process. 
This  program  was  developed  under  the  auspices  of  the  then  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  Franx  Cariucci  and  decame  known  as  the  Carlucci  Initiatives.  The 
thirty-two  separate  improvements  scheduled  to  De  implemented  fell  into  five 
areas:  promote  decentra  1 i zat i on  and  par t ici pat i ve  management,  improve 
planning  and  execution,  improve  industrial  productivity,  increase  readiness, 
and  reduce  administrative  overhead  cost  and  time  (6:54-75).  The  thrusts 
toward  decentralization  and  reduced  administrative  overhead  were  aimed  at  a 
perception  that 

Certainly,  the  framework  of  the  existing  acquisition  process  limits 
the  latitude  of  the  program  manager  in  many  ...  decisions.  The 
Weinburger-Car lucci  Initiatives  are  seeking  to  alter  this  framework 
by  attacking  the  statutory,  congressional,  and  DOD  systems  which 
constrain  or  pre-determi ne  the  strategy  a  program  manager  can  use  to 
achieve  the  objectives  of  his  program  (21:8). 

In  1986,  the  President's  Blue  Ribbon  Commission  on  Defense  Management, 
the  so-called  Packard  Commission,  examined  the  Defense  Department  from  a 
Droader  perspective.  Within  the  overall  report,  which  included 
recommendations  on  national  security  planning,  military  organization  and 
command,  and  government- i ndustry  accountability,  is  a  separate  section  on 
acquisition  organization  and  procedures  (1:2).  Once  again,  a  senior  level 
commission  examined  the  acquisition  process  and  found  changes  were  needed. 

In  this  case,  the  panei  was  outside  the  Defense  Department  and  developed 
specific  proposals  to  reorganize  the  military  services  acquisition 
organization  by  creating  an  acquisition  "czar'1  and  to  reduce  the  reporting 
chain  for  managers  of  large  programs.  The  Packard  Commission  aiso  addressed 
the  experience  of  acquisition  personnel  at  both  senior  and  middle  management 
positions.  "Each  year  billions  of  dollars  are  spent  more  or  less  efficiently, 
based  on  the  competence  and  experience  of  these  personnel.  Yet,  compared  to 
its  industry  counterparts,  this  workforce  is  undertrained,  underpaid,  and 
i nexper ienceo.  Whatever  other  changes  may  be  made,  it  is  vitally  important  to 
enhance  the  quality  of  the  defense  acquisition  worxf orce . . . "  (6:66). 


A  unique  aspect  of  the  Packard  Commission  was  that  they  aid  not  feel 
compei:ea  to  limit  tneir  recommenaat i ons  to  those  tne  Defense  Department  cou : a 
implement.  As  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Wiiiiam  H  Taft  IV  writes. 

If  the  commission  s  recommendations  are  to  De  fully  realized,  the 
Congress  must  mane  changes:  not  oy  enacting  legislation  aimed  at  tr.e 
executive  Dranch  cut  oy  altering  the  way  it  conducts  its 
responsiDi 1 i t ies  for  national  security.  Among  changes  needed  are: 
reduction  of  line  item  decision-making  by  the  Congress:  adoption  of 
biennial  budgets:  ana  limitation  of  defense  oversight  to  the 
committees  properly  charged  with  that  responsibility. 

The  Packard  Commission  makes  no  more  important  point  in  its  report 
than  the  urgent  need  for  stability  in  defense  policy,  programs,  ana 
budgets.  Such  stability  is  the  principal  objective  of  its 
recommendations  in  the  planning  and  budgeting  areas,  ana  is  vita:  to 
the  success  of  many  reforms  proposed  in  the  acquisition  area 
(  2  3.-23) . 

Mr  Packard  makes  one  other  point  in  his  review  of  the  Commission's 
recommendations:  "Let  me  stress  that  none  of  these  recommendations  stand 
aione--they  are  intended  to  wor<  together  as  a  package"  (1:2). 

In  summary,  there  have  been  two  serious  studies  of  the  weapon  system 
acquisition  process  during  this  decade.  Both  the  Carlucci  Initiatives  ana  tne 
Packard  Commission  recommendations  have  attempted  to  attack  the  structura. 
framework  of  tne  acquisition  system.  The  Carlucci  Initiatives  were  aimed  at 
decentralization  of  the  process,  allowing  the  program  managers  to  be  the 
masters  of  their  fate.  The  Packard  Commission  recommendations  were  aimed  at 
reducing  reporting  chains,  enhancing  the  quality  of  the  personnel,  ana  at 
congressi ona 1 1 y  induced  instability.  The  Carlucci  Initiatives  were 
implemented  administratively  within  the  Defense  Department.  Many  of  tne 
Packard  Commission  recommendations  were  put  into  law  in  the  1°86  Defense 
Reorganizat ion  Act.  Among  those  changes  were  the  establishment  of  the 
position  of  Undersecretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  ana  a  series  of 
Acquisition  Executives  intended  to  limit  the  reporting  chain  for  certain  :arge 
programs.  Congress  also  mandated  the  elimination  of  what  was  perceived  to  oe 
duplication  of  tasxs  between  the  service  secretaries  and  the  military 
neaaquarters  staffs.  However,  Congress  has  yet  to  adopt  any  of  tne 
recommendations  suggested  for  the  legislative  branch.  The  one  area  the 
Congress  does  seem  interested  in  pursuing  is  the  biennial  budget  ana  tne 
Defense  Department  did  in  fact  submit  a  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1^88  1Q8°  3uaget  on 
an  experimental  oasis. 


THE  SPECIALIZED  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 

in  the  Air  Force  today,  there  exists  a  management  structure  ana  a  series 
of  programs  that  meet  some  of  the  objectives  espoused  oy  Doth  the  Carlucci 
Initiat.ves  ana  the  Packard  Commission.  These  programs  are  authorized  to  use 
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Air  Force  Regulation  800-29,  Application  of  Specialized  Management.  What 
aces  the  concept  of  specialized  management  ao  for  the  program  manager?  It  is 
a  system  aesignea  to  cut  tnrougn  rea  tape  ana  enable  seiectea  people  to 
oypass  routine  management  requirements,  some  staff,  ana  get  on  with  the  tasK 
at  nana..."  (-4:15).  Latitude  in  decision-making.  small  staffs,  limitea 
reporting,  flexioility.  ana  responsiveness  characterize  these  programs.  An 
oovious  question  is  why  ail  Air  Force  programs  are  not  authorized  to  use 
specia: izea  management  proceaures.  The  answer  lies  partially  in  the  nature  of 
the  programs  that  are  seiectea  and  partially  in  the  very  characteristics  of 
specialized  management. 

'Spec. al. zee  management  proceaures  routinely  have  Deen  used  when  security 
was  paramount  an.c  the  neea-to-Know  was  to  De  limitea  under 
spec .  a  1  -access-requ .  rea  c !  assi  f  i  cat  i  on  procedures"  (-4:15).  The  types  of 
programs  author. zea  spec i ai i zed  management  are  time  critical,  intelligence, 
electronic  warfare  or  other  technologically  sensitive  efforts.  Among  the 
techniques  AFP  8CC-20  authorizes  is  the  use  of  enhanced  security  proceaures. 
The  aecis.on  to  class. fy  a  program  and  place  special  access  controls  on  it  is 
a  cec.sion  to  lim.t  the  number  of  people  who  know  of  the  program  or  any  aeptn 
of  information  aoout  the  program.  It  is  possiDle  to  have  classified  programs 
not  authorized  special izea  management  or  unclassified  programs  that  are 
authorized  specialized  management.  However,  the  characteristics  of 
specialized  management  programs  (small  staffs,  reduced  reporting)  marry  wei: 
with  the  requirements  of  classified  programs  (limited  access).  For  the 
purpose  of  this  study,  the  two  are  treated  synonomousl y . 

The  limits  on  who  will  have  knowledge  of  one  of  these  programs  means  the 
normal  staff  functions  which  comprise  the  corporate  Knowledge  at  a  product 
division  (a  functional  grouping  of  programs,  e.g.  Aeronautical  Systems)  or 
major  command  will  oe  severely  restricted.  However,  the  functions  that  any 
acquisition  program  conducts  must  still  be  performed.  As  a  result,  the 
relatively  limited  numDer  of  people  who  are  part  of  the  program  must  have  the 
authority  to  make  decisions  and  the  flexibility  to  choose  those  people  or 
agencies  who  can  make  a  direct  contribution  to  program  success.  Clearly,  not 
ai !  Air  Force  programs  require  the  special  access  controls  associated  with 
nigniy  classified  programs.  As  a  result,  normal  Air  Force  staff  reviews  at 
the  various  headquarters  levels  provide  careful  deliberation  before  decisions 
are  made  on  standard  practice  programs. 

The  second  factor  that  limits  the  application  of  specialized  management 
to  ail  Air  Force  acquisition  programs  is  the  nature  of  the  small  staffs  that 
characterize  these  programs. 

One  critical  element  of  a  specialized  management  program  is  the 
great  reiiance  on  the  integrity  of  handpicked  C s i c ]  individuals 
within  these  small  select  program  offices--at  all  levels.  When  a 
professional  knows  there  will  be  minimum  oversight,  integrity 
becomes  an  important  factor.  The  opportunity  to  take  advantage  of 
this  system  is  evident  (4:16). 
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The  point  to  emphasize  is  the  tenaency  to  hana  pick  individuals  to  join  a 
specialized  management  program  office.  The  people  who  are  picked  to  work  in 
tnese  offices  are  people  who  nave  worked  in  similar  offices  oefore,  peopie  who 
are  known  to  those  nirir.g  tor  the  office  or  people  who  have  appropriate 
security  clearances,  in  any  case,  the  requirement  to  work  relative;’,' 
unsupervised  and  make  decisions  that  may  not  De  extensively  reviewed  demands 
people  who  are  experienced  and  have  proven  their  competence.  Ha.no  picking 
people  for  a  smal i  group  of  programs  oecomes  increasingly  difficult  as  the 
number  and  size  of  programs  grows.  There  is  evidence  to  show  there  has  in 
fact  oeen  growth  in  the  numoer  of  classified  programs  ano  that  Congress  has 
oecome  concerned  over  an  increasing  Duoget  expended  on  programs  with  little 
overs ; gnt . 


CONGRESSIONAL  CONCERNS 

Congressional  concerns  surrounding  classified,  specializes  management 
programs  seem  to  center  on  t.ne  growth  in  the  numDer  of  classified  programs. 
This  growth  man. tests  itself  in  the  size  of  tne  classified  budget.  Two 
re.ateo  concerns  are  the  perception  that  the  Department  of  Defense  can  hide 
excessive  cost  overruns  and  performance  failures  behinc  the  screen  of  secrecy 
ano  a  lack  of  adequate  oversight  over  these  programs  at  ai i  levels. 

The  Washington  Post  nas  reported  tne  FY  1Q88  request  for  classifies 
programs  is  an  estimated  $25  oil: ion  (3:A5).  This  comprises  some  eight 
percent  of  the  overall  President  s  Budget  of  $312  billion  for  defense.  While 
it  is  hard  to  establish  a  riant  level  for  classified  programs,  the  FY  88 
request  is  large  enough  to  generate  special  interest  oy  the  press  ano 
Congress.  In  fairness,  we  should  note  that  the  FY  8?  request  was  $23  Dili  ion 
ano  that  the  Defense  Budget  Project  reports  that  the  level  associated  with 
classified  programs  'seems  to  be  leveling  off"  (3:A5).  By  inference,  neavier 
growth  occurred  in  eariier  years.  However,  evidence  seems  to  indicate  that 
the  current  administration,  at  least,  will  emphasize  so-called  stealth 
weapons.  Further,  one  consequence  of  this  emphasis  is  the  secrecy  cioa<" 

< 1 5 : A 5 ) .  If  so.  large  classified  budgets  will  continue  to  be  a  part  of  the 
defense  budget . 

A. legations  of  cost  overruns  associated  witn  classified  programs  are 
specifically  aimed  at  the  Advanced  Technology  Bomber  (AT3>.  Even  Genera! 
Weich,  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff,  has  been  quoted  as  saying  early  development 
costs  are  r,  igner  than  expected  (although  he  does  not  foresee  an  overall 
increase;  (12:A7).  As  a  result,  the  House  has  taken  action  on  an  "AT3 
Competition  Amendment"  that  would  require  the  Department  of  Defense  establish 
a  means  of  introducing  competition  into  the  program.  That  amendment  wouid 
a . sc  require  semi-annual  Selected  Acquisition  Reviews  to  tne  Congress  or.  tne 
AT 3,  Advanced  Cruise  Missile,  ano  the  Advanced  Tactical  Aircraft  (aii 
class. t.ec  programs)  (8:228).  Initially,  the  Congress  talked  of  a  seconc 
prcduct.cn  . re  for  tne  AT3,  whicn  the  Air  Force  and  RAND  Corporation  oppose 
(5:3).  Thus,  t.ne  resu.t  of  tne  alleged  cost  overruns  has  oeen  a  proposed 


The  Department  of  Defense  has  oeen  criticized  in  its  management  of 
classified  programs.  In  1°86.  the  Locxheed  Chairman,  Lawrence  0  Kitcnen . 
acxnov i edged  in  a  congressional  hearing  that  thousands  of 

secret  and  top  secret  documents  were  missing  from  the  Locxneea  Corporation  s 
Skunx  Works  (10:A17).  One  result  of  that  incident  was  the  estaDi ishment  of  a 
special  cadre  of  the  Defense  Investigative  Service  to  monitor  tighter  controls 
over  all  classified  programs  (9:D1).  When,  on  the  heels  of  the  Locxheed 
affair,  a  Northrop  engineer  with  a  Top  Secret  clearance  was  found  to  have  an 
extensive  criminal  record.  Representative  John  Dingell  (Q-Michigan)  charged 
tr.at  Classified  programs  were  "out  of  control"  (li:Fi>. 

How  do  other  Congressmen  see  growth  in  classified,  specialized  management 
programs?  Senator  Sam  Nunn  CD-Georgia).  as  chairman  of  the  Senate  Armeo 
Services  Committee,  has  oeen  quotec  as  saying.  'The  procurement  process  in  tne 
Pentagon  has  Become  so  onerous  tnat  tnere  is  a  tendency  to  go  DiacK  more 
than  tney  should.  Tnere  needs  to  oe  rigorous  scrutiny  and  there  ougnt  to  oe  a 
caution  light  on  DiacK  programs"  (3:A5).  In  this  quotation,  we  see  a  dilemma 
associated  with  classified  programs.  The  complexity  of  tne  procurement 
process  drives  the  Pentagon  toward  classified  programs.  Out  the  very  tendency 
to  ‘go  oiacK"  creates  the  perception  of  a  need  to  carefully  review  them. 

Congressional  solutions  tend  to  De  legislative  as  in  the  case  of  the  AT3 
Competition  Amendment.  In  fact,  three  related  Diils  have  oeen  introduced 
wnose  stated  purpose  is  to  increase  the  level  of  oversight  for  a i i  classified 
programs.  These  oiils  will  be  examined  in  further  depth  m  Chapter  Four. 


THE  CHALLENGE  FOR  PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT 

Congressional  concerns  and  acquisition  streamlining,  classification  and 
specialized  management--these  are  issues  at  the  highest  levels  of  government. 
In  the  end.  thougn,  tn.ese  programs  are  executed  in  the  field  by  program 
offices.  These  offices  range  from  as  few  as  five  people  to  hundreds.  When 
Congress  passes  a  public  law  or  when  the  acquisition  process  is  changed  by 
executive  order  tne  program  office  must  implement  the  change.  Tne  changes 
generally  aoa  tasxs  and  increase  the  number  of  people  needed.  Over  time,  this 
may  result  in  significant  challenges  for  those  who  manage  these  programs  and 
for  those  who  must  man  these  programs.  The  remainder  of  this  paper  will  focus 
on  t.ne  extent  of  the  problem  that  personnel  managers  will  face  in  tne  next 
five  years  and  on  possible  solutions.  We  will  examine  factors  that  relate  to 
the  growth  in  tne  number  of  programs,  legislation  that  may  aco  additional 
personnel  requirements  in  order  to  answer  the  mail,  ana  other  challenges 
that  are  inherent  in  running  a  restricted,  ci assi f :ec  program  under 
specialized  management  rules. 


LIMITATIONS  AND  ASSUMPTIONS 


There  ire  constraints  that  limit  the  scope  of  the  research.  These 
.  t.  . :  at .  pert  a:  r.  to  the  classified  nature  of  many  of  tne  programs  involves 
arc  the  i.i.  i0...ty  of  relevant  oata. 

Scec.a  .zee  management  :s  autnorizeo  in  a  program  s  Program  Management 
L.:ect..e.  T-e  aec. sion  to  use  AFR  8CC-29  is  Dasea  on  a  oetermi  nat  i  on  that 
there  are  compelling  reasons  to  authorize  the  additional  fiexiDility.  As 
descr.cec  oe fere,  it  is  not  necessary  tnat  the  program  De  classified  in  order 
to  oe  authorized  specialized  management  procedures.  Unfortunately,  within  the 
t.me  anc  oata  it  was  impossiDie  to  review  a!!  Program  Management  Directives 
tor  tne  use  of  AFR  8CC-2g.  Moreover,  as  a  practical  matter  nign  priority 
-r.c  i  ass.  f .  eo  programs  receive  too  much  public  scrutiny  to  De  allowed  tc 
deviate  from  norma,  procurement  ruies.  Similarly,  low  priority  programs  oy 
definition  will  oe  given  full  reviews.  That  leaves  classified  programs.  For 
the  purpose  of  tnis  research,  we  wiii  treat  classified  programs  ano 
specia.izeo  management  programs  synonomous i y . 

Only  Air  Force  Systems  Command  programs  wiii  be  considered.  Tne  reasons 
for  this  limitation  are  related  to  the  availability  of  cata  anc  security. 
Program  manning  for  classified  ptograms  is  often,  classified.  By  considering  a 
collection  of  programs  under  major  command  sponsorship,  without  reference  tc 
the  num.Der  of  programs  involved,  allows  treatment  in  an  unclassified  report. 

To  go  beyond  Systems  Command  programs  would  require  an  aggregation,  of  data  at 
a  level  tnat  would  again  oe  sensitive. 

There  is  little  puoi isneo  about  specialized  management  or  the  spec.f.c 
programs  that  are  authorized  to  use  AFP  800-29.  Some  data  was  proviaea  oy  HO 
AFSC  ar.o  nas  oeen  incorporated.  However,  much  of  the  oata  is  Daseo  on 
newspaper  articles  and  much  of  the  analysis  is  based  on  tne  experience  of  the 


THE  MANNING  SITUATION 


In  this  chapter,  we  wiii  examine  the  manpower  authorization  situation  in 
Force  Systems  Command  ana  in  specialized  management  programs  within  AFSC. 
s  will  provide  a  feel  for  the  size  of  the  challenges  that  face  AFSC  in 
era!  ana  these  wno  manage  manpower  for  specialized  management  programs 
hin  the  command .  The  final  section  w 1 i :  compare  two  similar  programs,  one 
c.a. .zee  management  ana  one  stanaara  practice,  at  similar  points  ,n  their 
e  cycle.  The  differences  oetween  the  two  are  the  result  of  the  specia: 
ceaures  that  were  authorized  in  the  one  case.  Chapter  Four  will  examine 
poss.c.e  manpower  effects  of  two  congressional  initiatives  aimed  at 
c.a. ized  management  programs.  As  legislation  removes  the  advantages  cf 
c.a..  zee  management,  the  num.oer  of  manpower  authorizations  required  for 
t  program  will  increase.  This  in  turn  will  .mpact  cn  the  current  est . mates 


procedures  that  were  authorized  in  the  one  case.  Chapter  rour  w; . :  examine 
the  poss.c.e  manpower  effects  of  two  congressional  initiatives  aimed  at 
spec. a.  ized  management  programs.  As  legislation  removes  the  advantages  cf 
spec. a.,  zee  management,  the  num.oer  of  manpower  authorizations  required  for 
that  program  will  increase.  This  in  turn  will  .mpact  cn  the  current  est .m: 
of  command  manpower . 

AIR  FGPCE  SYSTEMS  COMMAND  MANNING 

Tac.e  1  snows  the  AFSC  manpower  authorization  states  as  cf  31  Jan.-ary 
.  ;b6  an.c  30  September  1^8".  It  includes  officer.  en..stea.  ana  civi.ian 
erne . cvees . 
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AFSC  MANPOWER  ACTHCPIZAT 


3etween  the  1°86  anc  1°8~  status  reports.  AFSC  s-ffereo  a  sign. f. cant  crop  .  r. 
manpower  authorizations.  The  decrease  amounted  to  11.5'=  in.  Fiscal  Year  l°8~ 
ana  ever  12.5%  thereafter.  The  decrease  ; s  pr .mar : 1 y  ;n  c.v.l.an  s; ots  ana  .s 
attr.outea  to  oueget  cuts.  It  does  not  incorporate  the  effects  of  the 
congress,  ora!  .  y  mandated  s.x  percent  cut  ;  n.  officer  strength.  The  officer 
reductions  have  not.  as  of  this  writing,  oeen  f.nalizeo  ana  ai.ocatea  to  t 


;zea  ana  ai.ocatea  to  the 


commands . 
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Chapter  Four 

POSSIBLE  EFFECTS  OF  LEGISLATION 

Previously,  it  was  stated  tnat  congressional  solutions  to  prooiems  ;n  the 
acquisition  system  tend  to  be  iegisiatea.  For  example,  in  1Q84  there  were 
some  MC  prcposea  aws  that,  if  passea.  woula  nave  affected  the  systems 
acqu.sit.cn  process  <  ~ : 36 ) .  While  special  idee  management  programs  are 
accorded  much  f ! ex  Id: ! i t  y .  they  must  comply  with  puDlic  law. 

Many  of  the  laws  that  are  passed  each  year  levy  new  certifications  or 
tas<s.  An  example  was  the  Defense  Procurement  Reform  Act  of  1°84  (Title  mil 
of  Pucl.c  Law  98-525).  It  requires  certification  that  the  cost  of  spare  parts 
ocugr.t  non -compet ;  1 1  ve  I  y  for  military  equipment  are  no  higher  than  the  cost  to 
the  pucl.c  (unless  specifically  justified).  However,  when  iegisiat.cn  such  as 
th.s  is  passed,  manpower  author i cat  ions  are  generally  not  adjusted  to 
accommodate  these  added  tasxs.  Since  this  problem  affects  ail  acqu.sitior. 
programs,  only  legislation  that  specifically  affects  specialized  management 
programs  was  considered. 

In  the  past  year  there  have  seen  two  congressional  initiatives  that 
directly  affect  classified,  special  iced  management  programs.  The  first 
. p.itiative  is  a  trio  of  Dills  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  wnose 
stated  purpose  .s  to  improve  oversight  of  'black"  programs.  The  secon.c 
. ntiative  is  the  AT3  Competition  Amendment  which  directs  the  Department  cf 
Defense  establish,  a  means  cf  introducing  competition  into  the  contracting 
process  (8:228).  In  this  chapter  each  of  these  initiatives  will  oe  examinee 
for  pcss.b.e  impacts  on  special icec  management  program  manning. 


DEFENSE  BLACK  PROGRAMS  DVERSIGHT  ACT 

House  Reso.utions  (HP)  1585.  1586.  ana  1788  are  a  trio  of  o.I.s  direct . v 
aimed  at  classified,  special  iced  management  programs.  The  bills  are 
substantively  tne  same.  Their  purpose  is  "to  improve  Congressional  is. cl 
oversight  of  defense  programs  treated  in  a  manner  designed  to  concea.  the 
existence  or  scope  of  the  program  (commonly  referred  to  as  b.acx  programs  ) 
(1°:I).  The  mam  differences  between  them  is  the  vehicle  for  consideration. 

HR  1585  wou i c  amend  Titie  31  of  the  United  States  Coae.  HR  1586  .s  a  separate 
bill,  ana  HR  1788  wou id  amend  Titie  10. 

These  oiiis  wou i a  require  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  identify  the  amount 
of  each  defense  budget  requested  for  these  programs  and.  on  a  one  time  basis, 
he  amount  requested  ana  appropriated  in  each  of  the  five  previous  years, 
urther,  the  Secretary  is  required  to  justify  every  concealed  program  to  tne 
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chairman  ana  ranting  minority  memDers  of  tne  defense  committees.  The  defense 
committees  are  cefmec  as  the  House  ana  Senate  s  respective  Armea  Service 
Committees  ana  tne  Defense  SuDcomm: t tees  of  their  Appropriations  Committees. 
Ctn.er  provisions  require  the  Secretary  to  answer  questions  aDout  programs 
raised  oy  any  memoer  of  tne  defense  committees  ana  to  report  on  the  criteria 
usee  to  aes. grate  programs  to  De  treated  in  a  concealed  manner. 


.hese  01 i . s  w 
programs,  especial 
require  Dudget  dat 
Secretary  of  Defer, 
management,  whicn 
the  service  secret 
to  Congress.  Simi 
inquiries,  sc  that 
provision  of  the  d 
designate  programs 
would  not  affect  5 


i  i  !  have  mimmai  impact  on  manning  of  specialized  mar. 
iy  within  Air  Force  Systems  Command.  The  Diiis  prov 
a  already  available  at  the  Air  Staff  and  Office  of  th 
se .  Proposals  to  designate  programs  for  specialized 
include  the  enhanced  security  measures,  must  De  justi 
ary  or  higner.  Those  justifications  couia  De  made  av 
i ar . y .  programs  today  are  suD.ect  to  congressional 
provision  will  net  affect  current  conditions.  Tne  f 
iiis  tnat  requires  a  report  on  the  criteria  used  to 
is  a : sc  a  service  secretary  or  higher  respcnsic . 1 i ty 
y stems  Command. 


agement 


f  i  ec  to 
ai  : ao.  e 


In  summary,  HP  1585.  1586,  ana  I ~88  wouic  prov.ae  Congress  with 
acaitionai  information  on  classified,  specialized  management  programs  out 
would  have  litt.e  or  no  impact  on  Systems  Command  manning.  The  same  cannot  oe 
said  fer  tne  other  congressional  initiative. 


COMPETITION  AMENDMENT 


Ol 


The  House  of  Representatives  has  approves  an  amendment  to  inject 
competit.cn  .nto  tne  Advanced  Technology  BomDer.  The  House  set  as.ae  $1CC 
million  for  that  purpose.  The  amendment  would  also  require  semiannual 
Selected  Acquisition  Reviews  on  several  classified,  special. zed  management 
programs  t  9 : 229 ) . 

In.ect.ng  competition  into  a  program  can  range  from  a  complete  seconc 
production  line  to  competition  at  the  component  level.  Both  types  of 
ccmpet . t i on  would  increase  Systems  Command  manning  in  order  to  maintain 
current  ,  eve  Is  of  government  oversight. 


In  tne  case  of  a  second  production  line,  program  office  manning  would 
neariy  aouD.e.  Manpower  savings  (compared  to  two  completely  separate 
programs)  would  occur  at  management  levels  ana.  perhaps,  in  engineering.  If 
tne  government  nas  or  cou.d  Duy  the  technical  data  package  it  couia  De  turnec 
over  to  another  contractor  for  production.  In  theory,  the  researen  ana 
development  wouia  oe  complete.  In  reality,  technical  data  pacKages  often  nave 
gaps  and  include  processes  unique  or  proprietary  to  the  original  contractor. 

As  a  resuit,  significant  engineering  would  De  required.  Other  areas,  such  as 
production,  would  aouoie  current  levels.  Overall,  one  would  reasonaDlv  expect 
a  second  production,  line  to  increase  program  manning  to  1.9  times  current 
leveis.  The  determination  of  a  multiplier  is  dependent  on  the  product 
a.  vision .  tne  organization  within  a  specific  program  office,  and  when 


ccrr.pet .  t :  on  :s  introduces  in  tne  program  s  life  cycle.  In  this  case  .  t  is 
oases  cr.  tne  autn.or  s  experience  in  Doth  research  ana  development  as  we .  .  as 
product  .or.  proar  am  offices  in.  four  different  product  c:  Visions. 

In  tne  more  Mm; tea  case  of  component  levei  competition,  aaait.cn a. 
man.n.n  g  vcu ;  c  ce  required  in  engineering  (to  review  new  designs) .  product  .or. 
(to  qua'.  I  fy  new  vendors),  prefects  (to  manage  the  effort),  contracting  (to 
imp.emer.t  tne  competition),  logistics,  ana  program  control.  The  amount  of  tr 
increase  depends  on  the  numoer  of  components  competed.  This  can  De  a 
significant  activity  since  ?5%  to  85%  of  the  cost  of  a  weapon  system  is 
typical iy  suocontractea.  At  the  program  ievei.  manning  couio  increase  cy  one 
thiro  to  implement  meaningful1  component  competition. 

Tne  last  part  of  tne  amendment  vcu'.a  require  a  sem;  anr.-al  Se.ec  tec 
Acquisition  Review  on  certain  programs.  Th.s  report  is  a  comprehens. . e  cost 
ana  status  report  to  tne  Congress  cr.  major  acquis. tier  programs,  it  would 
require  seme  acoitiona:  manpower  within  program,  control  divisions  ot  arfectec 
program  offices  (net  all  programs  meet  the  cost  threshold  to  oe  affected).  A 
tne  Systems  Command  level,  tnere  wouia  oe  i.ttie  impact  from  such  a 
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gress  is  concernea  aoout  competition  in  all  programs, 
wouia  oe  a  s.mpie  matter  for  Congress  tc  extend  tne 
ion  ame.ncm.er.t  to  ail  classi  f  iec.  special  idea  manageme 
e  wouia  ce  cased  on  the  assumption  that  competition  r 
costs.  In  this  case  the  impact  on  Systems  Commano  ma 
ant.  using  tne  possicie  manpower  increases  for  the  t 
ano  the  prc.iecteo  l0Ql  manpower  requirements  for  spe 
nt  programs  (IC88)  an  additional  36C  to  °8C  slots  cc- 
in  addition  to  the  currently  projected  increase  of  5t 
1 00 1 .  for  a  net  Growth  oetween  °26  ano  1546  author.: 


f  0  c  t  ^  c  t  tr 
:  programs. 
:uces  over  a. 


cases  ( 


s . o  t  s  oe : 


The  same  prcDlems  that  face  tne  manpower  planners  trying  tc  accor 
166  additional  s.ots  are  exacercatec  oy  leg.s. at i ve  initiat.ves.  Aga. 
me  additional  people  oe  acquired  .n  a  t.mely  fashion?  w. . .  tne  spec; 
management  programs  oe  aoie  tc  nano  p.c-r  tr.eir  peop.e°  if  so.  "i  o: 
urograms  oe  pena  izeo0 


mocate 


SUMMARY 


There  are  two  . egislative  initiatives  tnat  couio  affect  specia. .  :ec 
management  programs.  Cr.e  of  these,  a  competition  amendment  couio  have 
significant  impacts  on  manning  with  in  Systems  Command  if  exter.aec  to  a.,  suer 
programs.  In  the  worst  case  example,  the  numDer  of  aaaitionai  slots  requ.rec 
for  spec. a  1 .zed  management  programs  wouia  nearly  tripie  over  the  five  .ear 


aECCWMENDATIUNS 


.re  recommenced  sc. -t. ons  to  tr.e  upcoming  proD:ems  in  special. zeo 
-.agemen  t  mar.n .  r.g  are  o.recteo  at  assuring  the  programs  have  adequate. 
ier.er.cec  pec? .  e .  The  recommendations  are  grouped  into  the  fo!  sewing  areas: 
:rease  rr.ar power  author  .  zat  . ors ,  cecrease  the  numoer  of  programs,  persor.ne: 
ateo  sc. -tiers,  ar.o  initiatives  to  apply  special  izea  management  techniques 
standard  pract.ce  programs.  The  recommenaat i ons  can  oe  implemented 
3:  vidua.  !  v  or  .  r.  conjunction  with  others. 


.rst  recommendation  is  to  increase  manpower  authorizations  for 
o  management  programs  through  the  manpower  Program  OD-ective 
process.  if  apprevee,  the  programs  would  meet  their  requirements, 
t  manpower  a-tr.cr :  zat  1  ons  for  proper  execution.  In  the  wane  of  tne 
C  s.ot  reouct. on  arc  upcoming  officer  force  reductions  it  is  not 
.  <  e ' y  these  requests  v; . .  oe  approved.  St i • : .  wren  forces  externa:  to  the 
.g.  Congress)  c.rect  changes  to  the  acquisition  process  that  acc 
equ. rements  then  Systems  Command  should  inform  tne  Air  Staff  of 
cts.  Systems  Command  produces  .impact  statements  when  higher 
rs  c.rect  changes  .  r.  quantities,  ouagets  or  program  content:  they 
tr.e  same  for  oranges  .  n  manpower .  Even  if  the  manpower  requests  are 
ne  question  remains  whether  the  people  to  occupy  the  slots  are 
Cre  pcss.o.e  sc. -t.cn  .s  to  recruit  from  those  affecteo  oy  tne 
reouct.on.  For  tr.s  tc  oe  feasioie  tne  manpower  specialists  will 
amine  tr.e  time  phasing  of  the  command  s  reduction  with  the 
c  management  cui'.cup.  They  must  also  examine  tne  specialties 


recuct 


nave  t  c  e . 


?c  tc  match  capac.lit.es  with  requirement. 


liven  these  cone. t. ons. 


appears  to  oe  feasic:e 


me  event  the  slots  are  approved. 


Tne  next  recommendation  ,s  tc  reduce  the  numoer  of  programs,  it  a  new 
specs  a. iced  management  program  cannot  cot  a  in  sufficient  manpower 
author  .cat  ions  for  successf- '.  execut.cn  it  puts  the  program  at  r  isk  .  tne 
operational  forces  wr.o  need  tne  program  at  r :  s^  .  and  provides  additions. 
ev.oen.ee  to  Congress  that  spec,  a:  .zed  management  programs  are  out  of  cor.trc. 
Thus,  it  wcuid  oe  to  System  Command  s  advantage  tc  turn  down  tne  management 
a  program  that  vou . a  net  oe  properly  manned.  There  are  significant  criticis 
to  ref-smg  a  program,  however.  Operational  forces  are  left  without  a  syste 
to  r.e.p  meet  a  validated  neec.  Tne  traae  must  De  maae  between  not  having  a 
weapon  system  tc  meet  a  threat  or  investing  resources  into  a  system  that  may 
turn,  cut  inadequate  tc  meet  tne  threat,  in  the  ena,  a  more  pro-active 
approach  to  determine  wnere  manpower  authorizations  (and  people)  will  come 
from  at  program  initiation  wouic  add  to  the  long  term  credibility  of 
specialized  management  practices.  Often,  the  program  manager  of  a  specia.i: 
management  program  is  faced  with  toe  many  tasKs  eariy  on  ar.o  places 
determination  of  manpower  requirements  at  a  lower  priority.  The  command 
s.ncu.d  vor*-  for  ear.ier  identification  of  manpower  requirements  rather  than 
refuse  program  management. 
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